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Extensions for VOC Sources , . 
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for Air and Radiation 

. .  . J. Craig Potter _.  /g.+4+- 
FROM: 

. . .  

To: Regional Administrators ./ 
J 

Regions I - X  

. .  
A number of States have asked EPA to approve S I P  revisions 

granting compliance date' I .  extensions for individual VOC sources 

in ozone nonattainment areas. The attached Dolicy sets forth 

EPA's position on when'approval of'such SIP revisions is 
. .  

. .  

,appropriate and what the States must demonstrate in &der for 

EPA to approve them. Regionei Off ices should review' the 

-. requests for SIP revisions for conformance to this,policy. 

SIP revisions now 'pending at Headquarters will also need to 

be reviewed by the Reqions in light of . .  this policy. 
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. .  
.. . 

cc: Richard H. Mays, O€CM 
Gerald A. Emison,.OAOPS 

Air Division Directors, Reqidns I-X . 
Regional .Counsels; Regions. I-X 

.Alan Eckert, OGC 
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. .  policy on 'SIP Rev'isions Reqsestinq Compliance Date . ' . '  .I 
Extengions for .VOC Sources 

In order.to approve a source-specific compliance date 
extension', two tests must be met. First, a State must : 
demonstrate -that the extension will not interfere with timely 
attainment (attainment by the formally established attainment - 
date) and maintenance of the ozone standard and, where relevant 
'reasonable further prog'ress" (RFP) towards timely attainment. - l /  
The attainment date will generally be.December 31, 1982, or the 
date established under Section 110 where the State has adequate- 
ly responded t o , a  request for SIP revisions' under SllO(a)(Z)(H), 
or December 31, 1987 .in ozone extension areas. The demonstra- 
tion' may be based on a' comparison .between the margin. for 
attainment predicted by .,the demonstration submitted with the, . . 

approved ozone SIP.. - .  2/ and the. increased emissions that would . 
result under the'pronosed compliance date extension. 3/ If 
there is an, adequate margin to absorb the increased emyssions 
(and the extension'would.not interfere with R F P ) ,  then EPA 
may conclude that the compliance' date. extension will not:. 
intertere with the attainment .and . .  continued . maintenance of 
the ozone.'standard. ,. ,.' - 

I .  

. .  
- 1/ 
att.ainment is not intended to redefi'ne RFP but only reaffirms . .  

that an RFP analys.is is reauired. 

The reference'to a demonsiration of RFP towards timely 
' 

, . .  - 2 / -  FOG areas where revisions. to the' Part'D SIP are required 
. (such as.1987.extension areas or .SIP call areas) and those- 

rev'isionshave not been fully approved, the State would-have . .  

demonstration EP3 cannot determine whether the individual 

.. to submit.'a demonstration the equivalent of 'that required . .  
.for EPA approval'of the ozone SIP.' Without an approvable 

compliance date extension will, interfere with timely attain- 
ment andmaintenance of the standard, or with RFP. A '' 

aggregate even very small sources' wou,ld contribute signif i- 
cantly to ozone.'formation. 

. .  

. -  de minim*s 'showing would not.be acceptable, since in the 

. .  

3/ In making such a.comparison it-.wili he necessary to . '  

, determine what, if. any, portion of the margin has b,een utilized 
by new sources of VOCs that may have -located- in. the area' 
since'the"'S1P was anproved, as well as by existing VOC sources 
that may ..'* have already been granteri . compl ianc ,e  date. extensions. 
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'If the State or .EPA.helieves that there has. been a suhxtantial 

since the ozone SIP was approved so that the margin of attain- 
ment has chancled sisnificantlv, a -revised dem 

ted. A/ 

.chanqe in the inventory of VOC sources or total V 9 C  emissions 

'support of the source-specific SIP revision CYtion should be submit- in 

Second, time extensions 'also rr\ust hci cons-istent, with the. 
, .  . - 

. . reduire-nent that nonattainment ar'ea.SXPs 'provi.de for  "imnlemen-. 
tation of all reasonably available control measures .as 
expeditiously as practicable" [S172(b)('2)]. Expeditiousness 
should be demonstrated by determinino when the source was 
first put  on notice of the applicable requirement (e.g., 
adoption of the current reiulation by the State) and the time 

- that has elapsed since then. EPA has.qenerally. determined 
that for most V9C sources th4-s period isless than three. 
years. , 5/ Any source-sDeciiic' SIP revision for a compliance 
date extension within these timeframes may be.presumed to be 
expeditious.' Compliance date.extensions for oeriods lonqer 
than these timeframes, however, should be closely scrutinized 
;to determine whether or not they.are truly expeditious. 6/ 
This should include an examination of the compliance status of 
'other sources nationally in the same VOC source cateaory 
(tbis examination would be the responsibility of. the State); 
and the most expeditious means of conoliance available.(includ- 
ina.add on control ebuipment, process 'chanqe, or raw material 
improvement) irrespective of the method Droposed. in the SIP 

- ' 4 /  Such a dernonstration.would be necessary, for example, in 
areas oriqinally demonstratina attainment by 1982, but for 
which post-1982 monitorinq.data .are indicating exceedances of. 
the ozone standard or raisinq serious suestions about the 
orisinal prediction of attainment. 

5 /  For three source catesories (can coatinq onerations, 
graphic arts printing and automotive assembly plant paint 
'Shoo operations.), based on industry experience EPA has 
throuqh policy statements concluded.that expeditiousness may 
be lonqer' than three years. . .  

- 6/  The same holds true for review of individual compliance . ' 

date extensions incorporated in.any area-wide ozone SI" 
revisions submitted by a State (such as  those beinq submitted 
pursuant to an EP.9 SIP call under Section IlO(a)(Z)(H)). .An:! 
chanae in the.origina1 deadline for-an individual VOC source 

demonstrated .to be erpeditinus (as.wel1 as not ivterfere with 
timely attainm*nt and maintenance). 

. .  
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incorpora.ted in 'an area-wide Ozone SIP revision must be . .  
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r'evis,ion. 
approved in the SIP did. not allov sufficient tima for an 
-economically.and technologically feasible compliance.plan to 
be implemented, a SIP revision for a compliance date extension 
beyond the timeframes set forth above should be denied. 

In conclusion, both the demonstration of 'timely attainment 
(including RFP where relevant) and maintenance and the 
expeditiousness tests must'be met before a'Stat'e -SIP revision 
.can be approved. 

Unless' it.'cati be shown 'that the' original timeframe. 
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